International Maintenance Review Board Policy Board (IMRBPB)

Issue Paper (IP)
Initial Date (DD/MMM/YYYY):

IP Number: CIP TCCA 2012-3
Revision / Date (28/03/2012):


Title: 
Continued Safe Flight and Landing
Submitter:
Transport Canada AEG 
Issue:
At issue is the analysts interpretation of the word ‘continued’ as used within the phrase “Continued Safe Flight and Landing”.  When reviewing the consequences of failure within question 2 or 3 of the level one analysis the OEM analysts are tending to suggest that so long as the aircraft is able to get on the ground, continued safe flight and landing has occurred. 
Problem: 
 

With reference to MSG-3 Rev 2011, the phrase “Continued Safe Flight and Landing” is utilized in the Systems analysis, the L/Hirf analysis, and it appears in the glossery as part of the Adverse Effect on Safety definition and also part of the “Safety (adverse effect)” definition.


The analyst’s current interpretations that “all air operator diversions to the nearest airport” due to in-flight system failures or an L/HIRF event constitutes “continued safe flight and landing” is causing some tasks to be selected as non-safety routes when perhaps they should be considered safety tasks..    

For example, we have a broken aileron cable being declared as non-safety due to the fact that it is possible to land the aircraft using other control services.  The question is, is the flight crew trained for these type of emergency?
Recommendation (including Implementation):


That the IMRBPB consider limiting the use of “continued safe flight and landing” to inclued the requirement that the crew are trained for the type of safe flight and landing considered. 
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Important Note:  The IMRBPB positions are not policy.  Positions become policy only when the policy is issued formally by the appropriate National Aviation Authority.
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